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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed on 1/29/07 has been entered and made of record. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1/29/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's amendment overcomes the rejection of claims 10 and 18 under section 35 
U.S.C. 101. 

In response to applicant's arguments with regard to the rejection of claims 1-3, 6-10, and 
12 under section 35 USC 103, the examine would like to offer the remarks as follows. First, 
applicant is reminded that the examiner is entitled to give the broadest reasonable interpretation 
to the language of the claims. The examiner is not limited to applicant's definition which is not 
specifically set forth in the claims. See In re Tanaka et al., 193 USPQ, (CCPA) 1977. Lastly, in 
this case, amended claim 1, for example, recites "correction parameters for motion image" and 
"selected correction parameters are maintained for each frame image until the next scene change 
information is required". Likewise, in Sekine, the correction parameters (CVi, MVi, Kc, CVm) 
for motion image are maintained until the next scene change information (S3 of figure 3). The 
values of these correction parameters in Sekine may be changed but the parameters are the same 
and/or maintained. Since the claimed features only refer to "correction parameters" and do not 
require the values of "correction parameters", Sekine meets the claimed invention. 

In response to applicant's argument with regard to the rejection of claims 4-5 and 13-19 
under section 35 USC 103 as set forth at pages 10-13, the examiner's responses as set forth 
above are incorporated herein. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1-3, 6-10, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sekine et al. (USPN 6,049,354. Referred as "Sekine" hereinafter) in view of White et al. (USPN 
5,721,427. Referred as "White" hereinafter). 

The advanced statements set forth in paragraph 3 of the previous Office Action mailed on 
November 1 1, 2005 are incorporated herein. 

The advanced statements set forth in paragraph 3 of the Final Office action mailed on 
April 07, 2006 are incorporated herein. 

With regard to the scope of the newly added features "correction process is maintained 
for each frame image until next scene change information acquired" to claim 1 as a 
representative claim, Sekine teaches these claimed features as described in figure 3. That is, the 
image-shake correction depicted at S4, for example, performs image correction until the 
incoming image immediately follows a scene change as depicted at S3 and described at column 5 
lines 1-45. The same analysis is also applied to the amended claims 7, 9-10, and 12. 

5. Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sekine in 
view of White as applied to claims 1-3, 6-10, and 12 above, and further in view of Horiike 
(USPN 6,353,683. Referred as Horiike hereinafter). 

The advanced statements as set forth in the preceding paragraph 4 are incorporated 
herein. It is noted that the combination Sekine and White fails to specifically teach the features 
of "wherein the acquiring portion generates the scene change information based on a differential 
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image of an image of a current frame and a predicted image of the current frame predicted from 
an image of a previous frame from the current frame" as required by claim 4. However, such 
claimed features are well known in the art as evidenced by the patent to Horiike. 

Horiike teaches, in the same field of invention that of image prediction, wherein the 
acquiring portion (i.e., 100 of figure 1) generates the scene change information based on a 
differential image of an image of a current frame and a predicted image of the current frame 
predicted from an image of a previous frame from the current frame (See figure 1. Note that the 
"Bgd" outputted from subtracter 106 corresponds to the so called "scene change information"; 
the input "Pgl" to subtracter 106 from calculation unit 120 corresponds to the so-called 
"predicted image of the current frame predicted from an image of a previous frame from the 
current frame"). The motivation to do so is to reduce calculation because only the difference is 
coded instead of the whole image thereby, reduce data coded for transmission and receiving. 
This also reduces temporal redundancy as suggested by Horiike in column 1 lines 15-25. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate such claimed features as taught by Horiike in combination 
with the combination of Sekine and White for that reasons. 

Regarding claim 5, Horiike further teaches wherein the determining portion determines a 
correction process based on the predicted image (i.e., the subtracter 106 and motion 
compensation 122 in figure 1 refer to the so-called correction process). 
6. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sekine in 
view of Horiike. 
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The advanced statements as set forth in the paragraph 4 of the Office action mailed on 
November 01, 2005 with regard to Sekine as applied to claims 1-3, 6-10 and 12 are incorporated 
herein. 

While Sekine fails to specifically teach the features of "wherein the acquiring portion 
generates the scene change information based on a differential image of an image of a current 
frame and a predicted image of the current frame predicted from an image of a previous frame 
from the current frame" as further required by claim 13, Sekine does teach the utilization of 
inter-frame coding as described in column 17 lines 31-33. However, such claimed features are 
taught by Horiike for example. 

Horiike teaches, in the same field of invention that of image prediction, wherein the 
acquiring portion (i.e., 100 of figure 1) generates the scene change information based on a 
differential image of an image of a current frame and a predicted image of the current frame 
predicted from an image of a previous frame from the current frame (See figure 1. Note that the 
"Bgd" outputted from subtracter 106 corresponds to the so called "scene change information"; 
the input "Pgl" to subtracter 106 from calculation unit 120 corresponds to the so-called 
"predicted image of the current frame predicted from an image of a previous frame from the 
current frame"). The motivation to do so is to reduce calculation because only the difference is 
coded instead of the whole image thereby, reduce data coded for transmission and receiving. 
This also reduces temporal redundancy as suggested by Horiike in column 1 lines 15-25. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate such claimed features as taught by Horiike in combination 
with Sekine for that reasons. 
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Regarding claim 14, Horiike further teaches wherein the determining portion determines 
a correction process based on the predicted image (i.e., the subtracter 106 and motion 
compensation 122 in figure 1 refer to the so-called correction process). 

7. Claims 15-19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sekine in 
view of White as applied to claims 1-3, 6-10, and 12 above, and further in view of Prentice et al. 
(US Pub 2003/0030729. Referred as "Prentice" hereinafter). 

The advanced statements set forth in the preceding paragraph 6 with regard to the 
combination of Sekine and White as applied to claims 1-3, 6-10, and 12 are incorporated herein. 

Regarding claim 15 as a representative claim, the combination of Sekine and Horiike fails 
to teach wherein the correction process is for correcting the image in terms of at least one of 
tone, hue, chroma, brightness and contrast. However, such claimed features are disclosed by 
Pretence, figure 7, for example. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate claimed features as taught by 
Prentice in combination with the combination of Sekine and White in order to allow for 
optimization of processing in separate modes and enhance image quality visually. 

Likewise, claims 17-19 are also rejected for the same reasons as set forth in claim 15 

above. 

8. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sekine in view of 
Horiike as applied to claims 13-14 above, and further in view of Prentice et al. (US Pub 
2003/0030729. Referred as "Prentice" hereinafter). 

The advanced statements set forth in the preceding paragraph 6 with regard to the 
combination of Sekine and Horiike as applied to claims 13-14 are incorporated herein. 
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Regarding claim 20, the combination of Sekine and Horiike fails to teach wherein the 
correction process is for correcting the image in terms of at least one of tone, hue, chroma, 
brightness and contrast. However, such claimed features are disclosed by Pretence, figure 7, for 
example. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate claimed features as taught by Prentice in combination with 
the combination of Sekine and Horiike in order to allow for optimization of processing in 
separate modes and enhance image quality visually. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Duy M. Dang whose telephone number is 571-272-7389. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 6:00AM to 2:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eileen D. Lillis can be reached on 571-272-6928. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 



system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



dmd 
4/12/07 





